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The Earliest Conversion of the 
Rus’ to Christianity 


K. ERICSSON 


THE conversion of the Rus’ to Christianity in the gth century, some 
time between A.D. 860 and 867, is a fact well attested both by 
Russian and Byzantine sources. However, Russian chroniclers erased 
all straightforward evidence recording this conversion, in order not 
to diminish the glorification of Volodimer as the first ruler of Rus’ 
to accept baptism, so that only indirect traces were left, pointing 
unmistakably towards Christianisation in the gth century. Thus the 
silence of the Russian annals can be easily explained, but the scanty 
records of Byzantine annals concerning the conversion of the Rhos 
in the 860s present a problem: the patriarch Photius mentions it 
with great pride in his encyclical letter to the eastern patriarchs; 
the conversion of the Bulgarians is recorded in great detail in Byzan- 
tine chronicles, yet, concerning the Rhos, only a few scanty lines in 
a few chronicles mention that after the attack on Constantinople of 
860 they asked for baptism, which was granted, and received a 
bishop. That Byzantine annals ignore Volodimer’s conversion is 
natural, for his was not the initial conversion of the Rhos. But the 
Christianisation in the days of Photius is treated as if it were not the 
initial conversion either, although no records have ever come to 
light pointing towards an earlier baptism of the Rhos. 

However, one has to remember that for a period of thirty years 
during the first half of the gth century the ecclesiastical policy of 
Constantinople is shrouded in darkness. After the first period of 
iconoclasm in the 8th century and the first restoration of icon-wor- 
ship in 787 by the empress Irene followed the second and last period 
of iconoclasm, the last great heresy of the eastern church, when in 
815 Leo V the Armenian deposed the iconodule patriarch Nice- 
phorus, enthroned an iconoclast as patriarch and convoked the icono- 
clastic council of St Sophia, once more restoring iconoclasm, which 
lasted to the death of Theophilus, the last iconoclast emperor, in 842. 


I 


The majority of Russian Christian names were taken over in their 
Greek form, but apart from the classical names Faith, Hope, Charity 
—Vera, Nadezhda, Lyubov’, three names have survived in their 
translated form from Greek to Russian: Lev, Bogdan and Bogolyub, 
i.e. Leo, Theodotus and Theophilus, all three being the names of the 
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most prominent iconoclasts of the gth century, the emperors Leo V 
and Theophilus, and the iconoclast patriarch at the council of St 
Sophia in 815, Theodotus Kassiteras. 

The date of the seventh ecumenical council of 787, when icon- 
worship was restored, is correctly preserved by the chronicles as 
A.M. 6208 and A.M. 6286-7,! according to different eras. However, 
another date has also been preserved. The Nikon Chronicle and 
the Chronograph of 1512 give the following dates for the seventh 
council: 


...OTb AJaMa JIBTb 6300 H 5, a OTB Cnaca namero bora 1bTb OCMBCOTD H 5.? 


This is evidently a date of the Pseudo-Alexandrian era (see below), 
805, when no council was held. However, the conjunction ‘p’ could 
have been misspelled for the letter ‘1’, denoting the numeral 10, in 
which case the date would imply A.M. 6315, Anno Christi 815, the 
date of the iconoclastic council of St Sophia under Leo V, when not 
icon-worship but iconoclasm was restored. 

The same year 815 as the year of the seventh council emerges 
from two other chronological calculations. The ‘Prelozheniye knig’ 
is assigned to the twelfth year of Leo VI, i.e. 898 (the actual year 
varies slightly—A.M. 6405, 6406, 6407), 30 years after the baptism 
of Bulgaria and 77 years since the seventh ecumenical council: 


Bo BTOpoeHayecaTb JISTO WapcTBa ero MpeoxKeHH ObINA KHATHI OT [ pe- 
yeckaro A3bIka Ha CIOBeHbCkiň. EcTb xe OTb kpeimenia bomrappeKaro 
WO npenoxeHia KHArb IbTd 30, a OTS 7. coOopa AO npenoxenia KHUTb 
JISTb 77, a OTb Anama JISTb 6000 n 400 u 5.8 


Thirty years before 898 (A.M. 6405-6), in 869, Bulgaria returned 
from the see of Rome to the see of Constantinople, having been 
baptised six years before 863. Here the chronicler falls six years short 
of the real date. Deducting the 77 years which are supposed to have 
passed since the seventh council from 898, one reaches 821, an im- 
possible date for the seventh council (787). But accounting for the 
same error of six years as the date of the alleged baptism of Bulgaria, 
one reaches 815, the date of the iconoclastic council of St Sophia. 


1 A.M.6298: Chronograph of 1512, Polnoye sobraniye russkikh letopisey (hereafter quoted 
as PSRL), St Petersburg, 1911, XXII, 1, p. 19. A.M. 6287: Istoricheskaya Paleya, Chteniya 
obshchestva istorii 1 drevnostey rossiyskikh, 1, St Petersburg, 1881 (ed. A. N. Popov), p. xxi. 
AM. 6286: Chronicle of L’vov, PSRL, 1910, XX, p. 36. The so-called Alexandrian era 
(Christ born Anno Mundi 5500 in contrast to the Byzantine era) as generally referred to 
by Russian historians is different from the genuine Alexandrian era of Annianos, as 
used by Georgius Syncellus and Theophanes Continuatus, and therefore will here be 
referred to as the ‘Pseudo-Alexandrian era’. 

2 Nikon Chronicle, PSRL, 1862, IX, p. xix. Chronograph of 1512, PSRL, XXII, 
Pp. 322. 

3 “In the twelfth year of his (Leo VI’s) reign, the books were translated from Greek 
into Slavonic. From the baptism of Bulgaria to the translation of books it is 30 years, from 
the seventh council to the translation of books 77 years, and from Adam 6000 and 400 
and 5 years.’ (Nikon Chronicle, p. xx.) 
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Furthermore, the Russian chronicles name the years that elapsed 
between the seven ecumenical councils, which are in general correct 
except for the time between the sixth and seventh councils, where 
all Russian annals show the same wrong number—122 years, while 
in fact only 106-7 years had passed between the sixth council 
(680-1) and the seventh (787). 


...OTb 6. xe co6opa ao 7. nbTb 122, a oro Agama JIbTE 6305, a oTb 
BOWIOMeHIa [OcnonHa IbTb OCMECOTD M IATb.* 


However, deducting 122 years from 815 one reaches 692, the year 
of the council in Trullo, the Quinisext, when under Justinian II the 
eastern church prohibited the representation of Christ in the form 
of a lamb. This may well be regarded as the first step towards 
iconoclasm, the dissociation of Christian worship from any form of 
old pagan worship, in which the deity used to be represented in the 
form of an animal. 

Russian chronography thus seems to have preserved a most inter- 
esting piece of iconoclastic heritage: recognition of the Trullan 
Council (692) as the sixth ecumenical council and the council of 
St Sophia (815) as the seventh council (and not the council of 
Nicaea—787). Since all iconoclastic writings and records were ruth- 
lessly destroyed by the later orthodox authorities, the question arises 
as to how and when they could have found their way into Russian 
annals. The only possible conclusion is the assumption that these 
dates were introduced into Russian writings by the iconoclasts them- 
selves during the iconoclast period, i.e. before the death of the last 
iconoclast emperor Theophilus/Bogolyub in 842. Consequently the 
Rus’ must have been converted to Christianity for the first time by 
the last ruling heretics of the eastern church, the iconoclasts. This 
fact would account both for the translation of prominent icono- 
clastic names into Russian, Leo/Lev, Theodotus/Bogdan and Theo- 
philus/Bogolyub, and for the date of the seventh council given as 
A.M.6315 (815) and not 787, as well as for the fact that the conversion 
in the second half of the gth century under Michael III and Photius 
was ignored despite its beneficial political aspects, because it was 
not the initial baptism of the Rhos, while all the records concerning 
their first conversion by the hated heretics were destroyed. 


II 


Russian and Byzantine sources bring further evidence to light. A 
tale in Theophanes Continuatus, placed among the chapters relating 
4 ‘From the sixth to the seventh council 122 years, and from Adam 6305 years, and from 


the Incarnation of our Lord eight hundred and five years.’ (Chronograph of 1512, p. 
322; Nikon Chronicle, p. xix.) | 
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to Michael II (820-9), tells how in the reign of his son and successor 
Theophilus (829-42) a savage people had grown so bold as to 
attack the empire, and the emperor in despair turned towards John 
the Grammarian, one of the most learned men of his time, for help. 
John the Grammarian, the last iconoclast patriarch, whom the 
iconodule writer depicts as an evil sorcerer, transferred by means 
of black magic the life blood of the three pagan chiefs, who led the 
attack, into a three-headed bronze statue on the hippodrome. By 
night he ordered three strong men to strike at the three heads of the 
statue with hammers; two heads fell off, the third was damaged. As 
a result of his sorcery the three pagan chiefs quarrelled, one be- 
headed the other two and himself retreated in disgrace. The story is 
illustrated by the Madrid Skylitzes. 

The legendary elements of this story, intended to blacken the 
hated iconoclast patriarch John, cannot discredit the actual facts: it 
is clear that somebody did attack the empire, having only recently 
grown so dangerous, and was defeated thanks to the diplomacy of 
the learned patriarch, himself not only a scholar but also an experi- 
enced diplomat. Th. Uspensky thought that the attackers were none 
other than the Rus’.® In the 830s both Cherson in the Crimea and 
the Khazar kingdom were harassed by a barbaric people from the 
north, and with combined effort the imperial government and the 
Khazars tried to defend their borders; Cherson, considered to be in 
grave danger, received a strategos in 832, and with the aid of 
Byzantine engineers the Khazars erected the fortress of Sarkel near 
the Don in 834. 

Uspensky thought that the attack took place in 831. A Russian 
attack on Constantinople is mentioned by the Tolkovaya Paleya as 
early as A.M. 6331-4 (831-4, Pseudo-Alexandrian era).6 The main 
problem, not mentioned by Uspensky, is not so much the date of the 
attack, nor even the nationality of the barbarians (they could not be 
Bulgarians, because the latter were far too well known in Constanti- 
nople), as the means which John the Grammarian employed to 
pacify them, and which the later iconodule writer was unwilling to 
reveal, substituting the legendary story about black magic for the 
facts. It could be that the patriarch John, the statesman and diplo- 
mat, had proposed Christianity to the pagans, which the last sur- 
vivor accepted under humiliating conditions, similar to the baptism 
of Boris of Bulgaria, an act of clemency and Christian merit with 
which no orthodox writer would ever credit the hated patriarch 


John. 


5 Th. Uspensky, ‘Patriarkh Yoann VII. Grammatik i Rus’-dromity u Simeona Magistra’ 
(Zhurnal Ministerstva Narodnogo Prosveshcheniya, St Petersburg, 1890, part 267, pp. 1-34). 

6 V. M. Istrin, ‘Redaktsii Tolkovoy Paleyi’ (Izvestiya Otdels Russkogo Yazyka i Slovesnosti, 
St Petersburg, 1905, p. 202 and 1906, p. 43). 
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Without giving a specific date, the majority of Russian chronicles 
tell of a journey to Constantinople by Kyy, the founder of Kiev and 
eldest of the three brothers, Kyy, Shchok and Khoriv, the chiefs 
of the Polyane. The Nikon Chronicle describes him as a very 
belligerent man, giving details of his military expeditions not con- 
tained in the other annals. But like the rest, the Nikon Chronicle 
seems to reveal the facts about this journey to Constantinople 
primarily in order to save Kyy from demotion to an ordinary ferry- 
man, which the chronicler emphatically denies; as proof that Kyy 
was a prince of his people on the Dnepr he gives details of his journey 
to Constantinople: 


Hauyano o rpagt Kiest: 


J[OIAHOMb Ke X2KMBYINMM®S OCOOb ... Obiilla xe TpH OpaTia... Kin... 
II[okb . . . XOpHBŁ, a cecTpa y HUXd JIbiGenb ... He Bbasme xe Hbuiu 
pekoa: Kiň ecTb ÕbIJIb NepeBO3HUKB; HO HECTb TAKO: . . . allje ObI ÕbIJIb 
Kiň MepeBo3HUKb, He ObI xoðuno Ko Llapto2pady co cusoio pambio; Ho ceŭ 
Kiň kuaxame Bb ponb cBoeMb UM pamoeawie MHO2u CmpaHbl; MAWE Cd 
Koxcmanomunoepadckums yapemMs mupomb u Opaməbckiu »cueawe, u 
eeni uecmo npiuMawe OMS HE20 M OTb BCÈXb.” 


Stating on the one hand that Kyy came with large military forces 
to Constantinople, the chronicler is anxious to stress that he lived 
in peace with the emperor and even received great honours from him, 
although the nature of these honours is not defined, nor the name 
of the emperor mentioned. The Povest’ itself, as preserved by the 
Laurentius and Hypatius chronicles, contains a curious remark that 
would seem to reveal that the chronicler was actually trying to 
conceal the name of the emperor concerned: 


Ame 60 ObI nepeBo3sHAKb Kui, To He ObI xommb Laproropony; Ho ce 
Kaŭ kuaxame Bb pod’ cBoeMb, NpHXOMBINIO €My KO HApIO, AKOXe 
CKąa34IOTb, AKO BEJIHKY YeCTb IpHAJNb OTE WapA, IPH KOTOpPOMb IpH- 
XOJMBb HapH. S 


The last useless phrase, void of any sense—‘the emperor, who then 
was emperor’—indicates plainly that the real name of the emperor 
was obnoxious to the later orthodox chronicler, as the name of a 
heretic like the hated iconoclast Theophilus would be. 

The similarity to the pagan chief of the three-headed bronze 


7 “The beginning of the City of Kiev: the Polyane lived independent... there were 
three brothers... Kyy...Shchok...Khoriv and their sister Lybed’... Some, who 
were ignorant, would say, Kyy was a ferryman, but this is not so...if Kyy had been a 
ferryman, he would not have journeyed to Tsargrad with military forces; but this Kyy ruled 
his people and fought against many countries; thus he lived with the emperor in Constantinople in 
peace and brotherly (love), and received great honours from him and from all.’ (Nikon Chronicle, 
p. 4. Italics here and henceforth—K.E.) 

8 ‘If Kyy had been a ferryman, he would not have journeyed to Tsargorod; but this 
Kyy ruled his people, and when he came to the emperor, they say that he received great 
honours from the emperor, who then was emperor.’ (Povest’ vremennykh let, Moscow/ 
Leningrad, 1950, I, p. 13, hereafter quoted as Povest’.) 
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statue in Theophanes Continuatus cannot be denied: an aggressive 
barbarian, one of three chiefs, comes with military forces to Con- 
stantinople, and both Theophanes Continuatus and the Russian 
chronicler are very vague about the treatment he received in Con- 
stantinople: the Povest’ mentions great honours and the peaceful 
relations that were established; Theophanes Continuatus merely 
states that the imperial government managed to cope with him, and 
made him retreat in disgrace. It is noteworthy that according to the 
Povest’ Kyy alone came to Constantinople, not Shchok and Khoriv, 
his younger brothers, and he alone received the high honours. The 
seeming discrepancy between the Povest’’s mention of great honours 
and Theophanes Continuatus’ indication of the opposite could be 
explained by the fact that the conversion of a defeated pagan to 
Christianity would be regarded by the converts as an honour, while 
a Byzantine chronicler would emphasise the defeat. 

In any case Kyy retreated from Constantinople with military 
forces not strong enough to allow him to settle on the Danube, as 
he intended to—he even founded here another town, Kievets—for 
the people on the Danube drove him away: 


VUnyuly xe emy u 3 eou, Ha Boazapel xodues, n upinne Kb JlyHaw, M 
BB3100H MBbCTO A Cb3a path, XOTA TAMO CCTM Cb PObI CBOMMH, M 
He Oauia emy mamo »cueyiyeu, BCe2da pamu comeopaioye; Tpannie Xe 
TO A JOHÞbIHĖ HapHilaeTca TAMO KABYyLWIHMH J{ynmanyn Kiesenp. Taxe 
Ha Bonoxckia n Kamckia Þonrapbi xoquBb 4 Nno6bAM, A BO3BpaTHABCA 
npiude 6b ceoŭ epað» Kieeb, u my scueoms ceoŭ cKoHYa; u pama ezo 
Hoka u Xopues u cecmpa uxo JIoibeðb my cKoHYawuaca.?® 


All these enterprises Kyy accomplished alone, without his 
brothers, and whereas the time of his death is exactly defined (he 
had returned to Kiev from his victorious campaign against the 
Bulgars on the Volga and the Kama) his brothers’ death is so 
vaguely described (they too died, together with their sister) that the 
time of their death may well have preceded the death of Kyy. One 
may asume that the chronicler was unwilling to reveal the nature of 
their death. According to Theophanes Continuatus, the surviving 
pagan chief had beheaded the other two pagans, and inasmuch as 
Kyy is identical with him, he must have killed his brothers Shchok 
and Khoriv, a grave crime in the eyes of Christians and pagans 
alike; no wonder that the chronicler of the Povest’ remained silent— 


9 “When he was coming with his forces he went against the Bulgarians, and came to the 
Danube, and liked the place and built a city, trying to settle there with his people, and 
those living there would not let him, always fighting; the town is called up to this day by the 
Danube people, who live there, Kievets. He also went against the Bulgars on the Volga 
and the Kama and defeated them, and returned and came to his town Kiev, and here he 
ended his life; and his brothers Shchok and Khoriv and their sister Lybed’ died, too.’ (Nikon 
Chronicle, p. 4.) 
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in order not to blacken the memory of Kyy, the first Christian ruler 
on Russian soil, as a fratricide. 

If Kyy was christened under Theophilus—his ‘great honours from 
the emperor’ implying baptism—one might expect to find the 
emperor’s name Theophilus being given to him, as in later years 
Boris of Bulgaria received the name of Michael III as his Christian 
name, and Volodimer was christened Vasily after Basil II. There is 
no direct evidence or record preserved, indicating that Kyy ever 
had the name of Theophilus, but the r2th-century grand duke of 
Kiev, who moved the capital from Kiev to Suzdal’ and thus estab- 
lished a new Kiev, another Kyy, was named Andrey Bogolyubsky 
(Bogolyub/Theophilus), and his own village was called Bogolyubovo. 

There is further indirect evidence that Kyy murdered his two 
brothers Shchok and Khoriv while they were still pagans, and then 
alone accepted baptism. In 1044, in the reign of Yaroslav the Wise, 
a curious and unique event took place: the bodies of Volodimer’s 
pagan brothers, Yaroslav’s uncles, Yaropolk and Oleg, were ex- 
terred and their remains baptised and buried in the church of the 
Mother of God, where Volodimer himself lay buried: 


B aro 6552. Berrpe6oma 2 kua3a, Apononka m Obra, chima CBATO- 
CJIABJIA, H KpecTAIA KOCTH CIO, H NOJOXKUMA A Bb HEpKBA CBATHIA Boro- 
pomuua.?° 


It seems difficult to find a motive for such an action on Yaroslav’s 
part: Oleg, the second of the three brothers, had been killed unin- 
tentionally through his eldest brother Yaropolk, but Yaropolk, the 
ruling grand duke after Svyatoslav’s death, was not only murdered 
by Volodimer, but was also the real father of Yaroslav’s bitterest 
enemy, Svyatopolk. One fact remains undisputed: in the case of 
both Kyy and Volodimer, the murderer, as a Christian, could 
inherit the heavenly kingdom, but not his victims, the two brothers 
who had died as pagans. 

Christianity and baptism did not save Kyy, however; his house 
perished after his death. At the time of the baptism and reburial of 
his uncles’ remains, Yaroslav must have been gravely concerned for 
the future of his progeny: the year before, in 1043, he had sent a 
naval expedition against Constantinople, his men were shipwrecked, 
captured and blinded in Constantinople, his own eldest son Volo- 
dimer only with difficulty escaped this fate (his boat was wrecked, 
but his father’s voyevoda took him into his boat and he returned 
unharmed). It seems that Yaroslav tried to appease the dead in 


10 ‘In the year 6552. They dug up the two princes, Yaropolk and Oleg, the sons of 
Svyatoslav, and baptised their bones, and laid them in the church of the holy Mother 
of God.’ (Povest’, I, p. 104.) 
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order to safeguard his own house against the fate of Kyy: by christen- 
ing the bones of his father’s pagan brothers and burying them in 
church, he enabled the victims of fratricide to enter paradise like 
their surviving Christian brother, the murderer. 

It further appears from the Vita of Methodius that he knew of a 
case in which a hostile pagan prince was captured and christened 
not in his native land, but on foreign soil, a fate which Methodius 
predicted to the pagan prince of Visla who scoffed at Christians, as 
a calamity that might befall him unless he changed his ways: 


[[OraHbCKb KbHa3b CHJIbHb BEJIbMH, CAA Bb Buch, pxraaliie cA xpH- 

CTbAHOMD H MAKOCTH Whaallie. WOcblaBb Ke Kb HEMOY peye: NOOpo TH 

CA KpbCTHTH, CbIHOY, BOJICEK CBOCKK Ha CBOCH 3€MJIM, Oa He nAHeHd 

HRObMU KpblumeHb OKOewWU na wmoyocdeUu 3EMAU, WH TOMAHELIA MA. 

exe H ÕbICTÞ.™ 

Boris of Bulgaria was christened in his own country, as were the 
Rhos in the days of Photius. But the last surviving pagan chief in 
the days of Theophilus, whom John the Grammarian made retreat 
in disgrace, was no longer in his native land, but near the capital, 
and Kyy came with large forces to Tsargrad, where he received 
‘great honours’. This is most likely the precedent which Methodius 
had in mind when warning the prince of Visla, and confirms the 
assumption that Kyy and the last pagan chief in Theophanes 
Continuatus are the same person, receiving baptism as a captive on 
foreign soil, in Constantinople. 


IHI 


The theory that the territory of Kiev was converted for the first 
time to Christianity as early as the days of Theophilus, that Kyy was 
the first Christian ruler (not Askold and Dir and not Volodimer) 
and his people, the Polyane on the Dnepr, the first Christian flock, 
is attested by various other accounts and sources. 

According to the Povest’ the Polyane were attacked by the neigh- 
bouring tribes and finally subjugated by the Khazars, after Kyy and 
his house had perished: 


Ilo cuxb xe NETEXb, uo CmMeptH OpatTbt cea biua OGHAMMBI ApeBIAMA 
M HHMH OkOHuMH. M Hangoma a Ko3apb.. .}? 


11 ‘A mighty pagan prince residing in Visla scoffed at Christians and mocked them in 
every way. Hence, sending unto him said (Methodius): It would be well, my son, if 
thou wouldst accept baptism, freely in thy own land, for otherwise thou willst be taken into 
bondage and forced to receive baptism on alien soil, recalling the word I have spoken. And so 
did it come to pass.’ (Vita Methodii, ed. F. Pastrnek, Déiny slovanskych apoštolů Cyrilla a 
Methoda, Prague, 1902, p. 232. Translation quoted from K. Lanckororiska, ‘Studies on 
the Roman-Slavonic Rite in Poland’—Orientalia Christiana Analecta, 161, Rome, 1961, 

. 10.) 

12 “After that time, after the death of those brothers, they (the Polyane) were harassed 
by the Drevlyane and other neighbours. And the Khazars overcame them... .’ (Povest’, 
I, p. 16.) 
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The Russian chronicler regards the conquest of the Polyane by 
the Khazars as a calamity of which they were relieved according to 
the will of God: 


Ce xe COBICTBCA BCe: He OT CBOCA BONA pekoa, HO OT 60%*ba NO- 
BEJIBHb A. 13 


If the Polyane had been pagans at the time of their subjugation 
to the Khazars, such a concern of the Almighty would seem unusual. 
It is even more surprising to see the chronicler equating the Polyane 
with the righteous Jews in the days of Moses, and the Khazars, who 
had the Jewish faith, with the evil pagan Egyptians: 


Ako n npu PapaBont, uapa eroneTbcTĖMb, erna npusenoiwma Moncha 
. . . AKOKE H ObicTb: norn owa erouTaHe oT Moncha, a nepsBoe bua 
pa6otatomle HMb. Tako n ca Bay bina, a nocsbxe CAMbMH BIA bIOTp; 
AKO XE M ObICTb: BOMODbIOTh 60 KO3apbI PYCbCKMM KHA3M M DO AHEM- 
Hero yHe.14 


This is a slightly unfortunate comparison if the Polyane are sup- 
posed to be pagan; but assuming that they had accepted baptism 
prior to the Khazar conquest, the comparison is perfect: the Christ- 
ian Polyane are like the Jews, worshipping the true God; the Jewish 
Khazars are no better than the pagan Egyptians. 

The chronicler further describes at great length the modest 
customs and civilised ways of the Polyane in contrast to the barbaric 
customs of the other eastern Slavs, who live like animals: 


Vimaxy 60 o6bian CBOM, H 3aKOHD OTEIb CBOMXb H NpenaHbs, KOKAO 
cBoH HpaBb. Ilonmane 60 CBOHX OTellb OObIMal MMYTb KpomoKs U muxd, 
H CTBIQbHbe Kb CHOXAMb CBOMMB H Kb CeCTpaMb, ... . Opaunoiii obbluaii 
umMAxy...A J{peBJIAHe %KUBAXY 367PUH_CKUMS Obpaz0MeB, D*CUByIYe 
cKombcKu: youeaxy Opy2b Opy2a, AOAXY BCA Heuucmo, u bpaKa y HUuXxd He 
Ovigauie, HO YMbIKHBAXY Y BODHI ABBHA. M paqumMuyu, M BATHYM, H 
cĖBepb O2HHb OObMal HMAXY : KHBAXY B IBC, AKO Xe M BCAKHĂ 3Bbpb, 
adye ece HEUUCMO, Y CpaMOCJIOBbe B HUXb... uU bpayu He Ovleaxy 6d 
HUXd, HO U2pulya MEHCIO CeAbl,...MY YMbIKAXY WeHbI COO... UMAXY 
ace NO 06 U NO mpu CEHA. .. . CH Ke TBOPAXy OÕbIYAA KPHBMYH M Npo- 
YUU NOZAHUU, He BmdyWe 3aKOHA bomuaA.'® 


13 “Thus it happened: they spoke not of their own will, but according to the will of 
God.’ (Ibid. p. 16.) 

14 “As in the days of Pharaoh, the tsar of Egypt, when they brought Moses . . . thus it 
came to pass: the Egyptians perished from (the hands of) Moses, but at first they ruled 
them. Thus these were ruling, but later they were ruled themselves; so it came to pass: 
the Russian princes rule over the Khazars up to this day.’ (Jbid., pp. 16-17.) 

16 “They had their own customs and the faith of their fathers and their heritage, each 
their own ways. The Polyane had the gentle and quiet customs of their fathers, and (showed) 
modesty towards their daughters-in-law and their sisters... they had bridal customs... . 
But the Drevlyane live in bestial fashion, living like cattle: they kill each other, they eat everything 
unclean, and they have no marriages, instead they abduct their maidens. And the Radimichi, 
and Vyatichi and Severyane have the same customs: they live in the woods, like any 
animal, eating everything unclean, and use shameless language . . . and they have no marriages, 
but only games between the villages... they abduct their women... they have two or three wives 
each... Thus do the Krivichi and the other pagans, who do not know the law (faith) of God.’ 


(Ibid., I, pp. 14-15.) 
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Monogamous marriages, abstaining from unclean food, fasting 
and the prohibition of killing, especially of nearest relatives, belong 
to the first requirements of the church as regards converted pagans, as 
can be seen from the instructions given to Bulgaria. There can be no 
doubt that the habits of the Polyane clearly show them as a Christian 
people, in contrast to the other eastern Slavs. 

The most popular legend in Russia concerning the conversion of 
the Rus’ to Christianity tells how the envoys from Kiev travelled to 
the east, west and south, seeking the best creed, which they finally 
found in Constantinople. Having seen the Moslems in the east, they 
travel to the west, and the first Christians whom they encounter 
here are Germans, not Slavs; in the second half of the gth century, 
when the Rhos were christened under Photius, Moravia was already 
a Christian country. The envoys from Kiev must have either by- 
passed the western Slavs, or they must have come at a time prior 
to the conversion of Moravia. Apart from the name of Volodimer, 
who sent his envoys to the west, there is nothing to link this legend 
either with Volodimer or with Askold and Dir. The hostility 
expressed here against western Christianity, 


VM mpayoxoms B Htmun, M BuabxoMb Bb XpaMbxb MHOTHA CJIYXKŐMI 
TBOpALIa, Aa KpacoTbI He BAABXOMb HuKOedxKe?!® 


is much more characteristic of the iconoclastic period, when relations 
between Rome and Constantinople were strained, than of the later 
orthodox period. 

The much disputed Rhos, who came with the Byzantine embassy 
of Theophilus to the Frankish court at Ingelheim in May 839, as 
recorded by the Annales Bertiniani, raise several important points. 
What made the emperor Theophilus, an energetic but rather cruel 
man, so well disposed towards those dreaded Rhos whom a genera- 
tion later Photius called the most cruel and bloodthirsty people— 
so that he, Theophilus, explicitly asked Louis the Pious to assist them 
on their journey home to their native land through the Frankish 
kingdom, because in their former territory, ruled by a kagan, 
caganus, they were harassed by savage tribes? Who could be more 
savage than the Rhos themselves? The only plausible explanation 
is the assumption that those Rhos at Ingelheim were Christians, con- 
verted by the iconoclasts, whom the emperor was most eager to 
protect, and who in their native land were attacked by neighbouring 
pagan tribes—savages in the eyes of the Christian emperor, in con- 
trast to his converts. 

On this assumption, the Rhos at Ingelheim can be identified with 


16 “And we came to the Germans, and we saw them holding many services in their 
churches, but we did not perceive anything beautiful.’ (Jbid., p. 75.) 
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the people of Kiev. They were converted in the reign of Theophilus, 
their territory was attacked by the pagan eastern Slavs, Drevlyane 
and others, whom the Povest’ itself depicts as savages in contrast to 
the Polyane, and they were finally subjugated by the Khazar kagan, 
caganus, as mentioned in Theophilus’ letter to Louis the Pious. Kyy 
evidently came to Constantinople not only with the native Polyane, 
but also with a considerable number of Scandinavians, as in later 
years did Askold and Dir, Oleg, Igor and Svyatoslav (an interesting 
parallel between Kyy and Svyatoslav—both tried to settle on the 
Danube). 

The ingenious project of the learned patriarch John the Gram- 
marian to appease the troublesome barbarians from the north, the 
Scandinavian Rhos and the Slavs, by means of conversion to 
Christianity had evidently collapsed during the reign of Theophilus 
himself, probably much to the delight of the more fanatical and less 
farsighted among his iconodule adversaries. It is possible that not 
only later orthodox writers but also the iconoclasts themselves pre- 
ferred to say as little as possible about their unsuccessful attempt to 
convert the Rhos. 


IV 


As mentioned above, at a later stage the Russian chroniclers expur- 
gated the Russian annals of all records concerning a conversion to 
Christianity prior to Volodimer, leaving only here and there traces 
of these earlier attempts at conversion, like the Christian church in 
Kiev, mentioned in Igor’s treaty, and the Christian father and son 
during Volodimer’s early pagan reign. 

Nevertheless the first conversion in the days of Kyy seems to have 
been properly recorded in an earlier version of the Povest’, as can be 
seen from the material so far presented, but with the purpose of 
making it appear as an achievement of the orthodox, iconodule 
government of Constantinople in the reign of Michael III. 

Two chronicles, the Novgorod I Chronicle and the Ustyuzhskwy 
Svod, that do not mention Kyy’s journey to Constantinople, give 
instead the following peculiar combination, describing the three 
brothers, Kyy, Shchok and Khoriv, and the pagan customs of the 
Polyane: 


Ioane .. . Oaxy xe NoraHt, *Kpylile O3epoM H KIANA3EM H POUleHHeMp, 
ako»ce npouuu nozanu. B cA xe BpeMeHa ObicTh Bb I pbubko 3emsiu 
ecapb, HMeHeMb Muxansib, n Mata ero Mpana, axe nponosrmdaemb 
NOKAGHAHUE UKOHAMd 6 Nposeyto Hedrnio nocma.** 


17 ‘The Polyane ... were heathens who made offerings to the lakes and springs and 
groves, like other pagans. In those days there was an emperor in the land of Greece by the 
name of Michael and his mother Irene, who preach the worship of icons in the first week of lent.’ 
(Novgorod I Chronicle, Moscow/Leningrad, 1950, p. 105.) 
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Contrasting the pagan rites of the Polyane with icon-worship in 
Constantinople suggests some kind of connection between the two— 
the pagans evidently accepted baptism and abstained from pagan 
rites. At the same time it has to be observed that the name of the 
emperor’s mother is incorrect: Irene (780-802), who restored icon- 
worship in 787, was the mother of Constantine VI, not Michael IIT, 
whose mother’s real name, Theodora (842-856), is preserved by the 
Nikon Chronicle, while the majority mention Irene. One may 
wonder how this mistake occurred and whether these two names, 
Michael and ‘his mother Irene’, who worshipped holy icons, were 
the original names contained by the chronicle. The text of the 
Ustyuzhskiy Svod, although very corrupt, has the word ‘idol’ (“xpsaxy 
HJIOJIOM B KONONu3ex’—‘made offerings to the idols in springs’!8). 
The iconoclasts regarded icon-worship as pagan idolatry, and it 
seems more natural to contrast the pagan idolatry of the Polyane 
with the abomination of idols in Constantinople, i.e. iconoclasm, 
than with icon-worship. Considering the peculiar mistake regarding 
the name of the empress who worshipped icons, so dominant in 
Russian annals, one may be led to the conclusion that the original 
text contained not the name of the iconodule Michael with the 
wrong mother, but the name of Theophilus, who abominated idols 
and icons alike. The verb ‘propovedayet” is in the singular, and not 
in the dual, as would be appropriate for the two, emperor and 
empress combined. The same singular and mention of the emperor 
alone is contained in the phrase following this passage in the Nov- 
gorod I Chronicle: ‘Ipu cemp /xe napu naKu/ npannoma Pycb Ha 
Ljapprpans’ (‘in his reign /of this emperor/ the Rus’ came to 
Tsargrad’), 

The majority of chronicles do not contrast the pagan idolatry of 
the Polyane with icon-worship in Constantinople. They place this 
passage about Michael and his mother at the beginning of the text, 
describing the attack on Constantinople, like the Novgorod I 
Chronicle quoted above, naming Askold and Dir as the attackers 
(the Novgorod I Chronicle does not mention their names). The 
notoriously wrong date of this attack—A.M. 6374—and several 
other details (like the number of the Russian boats) show consider- 
able discrepancies compared with Byzantine and other sources. As 
mentioned above, the Tolkovaya Paleya dates the raid on Constanti- 
nople, naming Askold and Dir, the year A.M. 6334 (see note 6 above). 
A confusion between 30 and 7o is very likely, if the numerals were 
written in glagolitic letters (see pp. 112-13); derv (30) and nas (70) 
have both a similar loop at the right. It is possible that the Paleya and 


18 Ustyuzhskiy Letopisnyy Svod, Moscow/Leningrad, 1950, p. 19. 
8 
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the Novgorod I Chronicle have preserved the original correct date 
and version: an attack took place in A.M. 6334 (834) and 
was recorded following the description of Kyy’s rule over the 
Polyane, in the reign of Theophilus. A.M. 6334 was later corrupted 
to A.M. 6374, that puzzled the historians so long, was arbitrarily 
connected with the wrong date of Michael’s accession, A.M. 6360 
(see below) and defined as his fourteenth regnal year, while being 
originally the fifth regnal year of Theophilus, 834. The names of 
Askold and Dir (which are not contained in Byzantine sources) 
were later inserted, just like the names of Michael and Irene. Two 
different attacks that led to the conversion of the barbarians, Kyy 
in the reign of Theophilus (834) and Askold and Dir in the reign of 
Michael III (860), have been confused. 

The story about Kyy has no date in the majority of chronicles, 
being placed in the earlier undated part, except for the same two 
chronicles mentioned above, the Novgorod I Chronicle and the 
Ustyuzhskiy Svod, that bring it under two dates, A.M. 6360 and 
A.M. 6362. Furthermore, these two chronicles have it under the 
title ‘Nachalo zemli ruskoi’, a similar heading, without the date, 
being used by various other chronicles, implying that Kyy’s story 
signifies some kind of beginning. 

The majority of chronicles begin dating the events with the year 
A.M. 6360, the other notoriously wrong date of the Povest’: 


Bs mbTo 6360, uHouKkta 15 feHb, HayeHwto Muxansly WapcTBoBatTu, 
Haya CA Wpo3bipaTH Pycka 3ema4.° 


It remains problematical what kind of new name or beginning 
was implied, especially as the majority of the Russian chronicles 
give as their next text the title ‘Nachalo ruskoi zemli’ under the 
year A.M. 6362, without any narrative text whatsoever. The main 
problem is the date itself, A.M. 6362, evidently closely connected 
with the preceding A.M. 6360, supposedly the year of Michael III’s 
accession. Michael III was enthroned in 842 as a child, after the 
death of Theophilus, and having deposed his mother Theodora, he 
began his independent rule in 856. A.M. 6360, 15th indiction (i.e. 
A.D. 852, Byzantine era) is in no way connected with his accession. 
However, these early dates of the Povest’ are given according to the 
Pseudo-Alexandrian era, which is well attested in Byzantine as well 
as in Russian annals of the gth and roth centuries (the first date of 
the Byzantine era is A.M. 6376, the accession of Basil I in September 
867) .2° 


19 ‘In the year 6360, the fifteenth day of the indiction (text corrupt), when Michael 
began to reign, the Russian land began to be named?’ (sic). (Povest’, I, p. 17.) 

20 The date A.M. 6360, 15th indiction (see note 19 above) is a date of the Byzantine era. 
However, two chronicles have preserved it as a date of the Pseudo-Alexandrian era, 
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The date A.M. 6360 as the year of Michael’s III accession is 
based on the ‘Xpovoypdqgixov LUvtopov’ of the patriarch Nicephorus. 
The discrepancies between the preserved Greek text and the 
Russian figures may have been caused by the fact that the Russian 
text was derived from a Greek version, which, although no longer 
preserved in Byzantine manuscripts, must have been much closer to 
the original Chronographikon Syntomon, as composed by the patriarch 
himself, than the present version. 





Chronographikon Syntomon Povest’ 
Original version Present manuscripts 
(reconstructed) A.M. A.M. A.M. 
Christ born 5500 5500 5500 
Christ to Constan- 
tine 318 318 318 
Constantine to Constantine to Constantine to 
Michael II, Balbus Theophilus (end Michael III (be- 
(beginning of of reign) ginning of reign) 
reign) 502 530 542 
Since creation 6320 6348 (8th indiction) 6360 
or A.D. 820 or A.D. 840 or A.D. 860 
(Pseudo-Alexandrian (Byzantine era) (Pseudo-Alexandrian 
era) era; most chronicles 


have 15th indiction 
6360/A.D. 852—see 
above, p. 110) 


The patriarch composed his Chronographikon Syntomon according to 
the Pseudo-Alexandrian era, which is attested by the way he dated 
his Apologeticus atque Antirrhetici,?1 in contrast to the preserved Byzan- 
tine manuscripts of the Chronographikon Syntomon. The name of the 
emperor was Michael, the Second Balbus, father of ‘Theophilus and 
grandfather of Michael III, as can be seen from the heading: 
‘ATO AAAM MEXPI XPONQN MIXAHA kai Osopiñou viot auTot 
éxouoa ovtos.22 The emperor’s name signified the beginning of 


assigning it to the 8th indiction: “Bs msTo 6360 naaMKTa 8 JeHb.’—Vologda-Perm Chron- 
icle, PSRL, xxvi, 1959, p. 15; Nikanorov Chronicle, PSRL, xxvii, 1962, p. 17. The initial 
conversion of Bulgaria i in 863 (not the return to the see of Constantinople, 869, often 
referred to as ‘Kreshchena byst Bolgarskaya zemlya’, A.M. 6377, Byzantine era), is 
dated as A.M. 6363 by the Chronicle of Avraamka (PSRL, xvi, 1889, p. 22), and by the 
Paleya (V. M. Istrin, op. cit. 1906, p. 42; Povest’, II, p. 230). The seventh ecumenical 
council of 787 is dated by the Paleyaas A.M. 6287 (see note 1 above). Among Byzantine 
writers this Pseudo-Alexandrian era was employed by Symeon Magister, Georgius 
Monachus Continuatus (A), ‘Biot ra@v véwy BaoiAéwv’ (Corpus Bonn, 1838, pp. 603-756, 
763-871) and by the patriarch Nicephorus (see note 21 below). Inasmuch as the Povest’ 
dates the baptism of Bulgaria by the year A.M. 6366, this seems to be a corrupted date 
of the Pseudo-Alexandrian era A.M. 6363, 3-gamma being misread for 6-stigma, $<I. 

21 P, J. Alexander, The Patriarch Nicephorus of Constantinople, Oxford, 1958, pp. 186-88. 

22 Nicephorus, Breviarium, Corpus Bonn, 1829, I, p. 738. 
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his reign, as in the Russian text, in contrast to the preserved Byzan- 
tine text, where the name of Theophilus signifies the end of his rule. 
The patriarch Nicephorus died during the reign of Michael II and 
never witnessed the accession of his son Theophilus. 

It is noteworthy that the present Greek version of the Chrono- 
graphikon Syntomon dates the end of Theophilus’ reign not by the 
actual year of his death, 842 (A.M. 6350), as preserved in some 
manuscripts, but by the year 840 (A.M. 6348, Byzantine era), the 
year when Theophilus during his lifetime crowned his little son 
Michael (III) Augustus (it is not unusual in Byzantine chrono- 
graphy to date the accession of an emperor by the year when he was 
crowned Augustus in the lifetime of his predecessor). 

If the Byzantine scribe had continued the original version of the 
patriarch’s work to this year, 840, without any other changes, we 
should have had the following dates (not recorded in present manu- 
scripts), and the difference from the Russian text would have been 
as follows:?3 


Chronographikon Syntomon Povest' 
A.M. A.M. 
Christ born 5500 5500 
Christ to Constantine 318 318 
Constantine to Michael III 522 Michael III 542 
Since creation 6340 6360 


This difference of 20 in the last two figures, 522-542 and 6340-6360 
could be explained by the simple fact that when reading the Greek 
text the translator found the letters K and M both for the names 
Konstantinos and Michael, and for the figures 20 (522) ox’ and 
40 (6340) stu’. If he wrote the Slavonic text in glagolitic and used 
the glagolitic letters K and M both for the names—‘or KoucrautTuna 
xe mo Muxauna’—and for the numerals 522 and 6340 like the 
Greek text, he would transform a 20 (K) into a 40, and a 40 (M) 
into a 60, because the glagolitic letters have a different numerical 
value from the Greek letters, although denoting the same sound. 
Thus 522 could have been turned into 542, and A.M. 6340, i.e. 
A.D. 840—a perfectly correct date of Michael’s coronation as 
Augustus—transformed into A.M. 6360. The Pseudo-Alexandrian 
era was short-lived; it seems to have been discarded in Constanti- 
nople as early as the second half of the roth century, and dates written 


23 A. A. Shakhmatov expressed a different opinion in ‘Iskhodnaya tochka letochisleniya 
Povesti vremennykh let? (Zhurnal Ministerstva Narodnogo Prosveshcheniya, St Petersburg, 1897, 
Part 310, pp. 217-22). M. N. Tikhomirov (‘Nachalo russkoy zemli’ in Voprosy istorii, IX, 
Moscow/Leningrad, 1962, pp. 40-2) and B. A. Rybakov (Dreunyaya Rus’, Moscow, 1963, 
pp. 162-71), following Shachmatov, sought a different solution. | 
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in this era subsequently belong to a period when the glagolitic 
alphabet was still in full use.?4 

Two other dates that seem to have andern the same mutilation 
are A.M. 6367, when Novgorod and the north were paying tribute 
to the Varangians, while Kiev and the south were tributaries of the 
Khazars, and A.M. 6370, the year when Rurik came to Novgorod, 
and Askold and Dir conquered Kiev; this must have happened 
before and not after the attack on Constantinople in 860. 


AckoJIqb xe u Jup» ocTacTa Bb rpanb ceMb, M MHOrM BApArH CbBO- 
KYIIMCTa, H HayacTa Bua bTM MONbCKOLO 3eMJIeHO.”* 


These words imply that a considerable time must have elapsed 
before Askold and Dir ventured to attack Constantinople in 860. 
The real dates in question are 847 (A.M. 6347), when Kiev and 
the south were still under the Khazar yoke, and the arrival of 
Askold and Dir in Kiev in 850 (A.M. 6350—Greek N = 50, glagolitic 
N = 70), i.e. ten years of rule over Kiev before they set out to attack 
Constantinople in 860. 

The revised chronology shows that the mysterious beginning of the 
land of Rus’ is dated by the accession of Michael III in 840 (A.M. 
6340) and 842 (A.M. 6342): 


6340... HayeHmo Muxansy WapcTBoBaTu, Haya CA Mpo3bipaTH Pycka 
3eMJIA. 
6342 ... Hayano 3emnu Pyckon. 


The accession of Michael III signifies in Byzantine chronology the 
restoration of icon-worship, although the latter in fact took place not 
earlier than spring 843. If a mysterious beginning in a distant pagan 
land like Rus’ is connected and dated by the triumph of orthodoxy 
in Constantinople, one may assume that this beginning was of an 
ecclesiastical nature, most probably conversion to Christianity (cf. 
the quotations from the Novgorod I Chronicle and the Ustyuzhskty 
Svod contrasting paganism in Kiev and icon-worship in Constanti- 
nople, pp. 108 and 109 above). At the same time the years involved, 
A.M. 6340 and A.M. 6342, in fact imply the rule of the iconoclast 
Theophilus, who died on 20 January 842 (1 September 841 being 
the new year A.M. 6342). The Russian chronicler was evidently 
trying to date the beginning of the land of Rus’ by the earliest 
possible date that could signify the restoration of icon-worship, 
whereas in fact it happened during the reign of an iconoclast 
emperor. 


24 K. Ericsson, ‘Das Anfangsdatum der Laurentiuschronik A.M. 6360’ (Annales 
Instituti Slavici, Wiesbaden, 1966, Vol. 1/2). 

25 ‘Askold and Dir settled in this town (Kiev) and assembled many Varangians and 
started to rule over the land of the Polyane.’ (Povest’, I, pp. 18-19). 
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A last attempt to blacken the memory of the heretic Theo- 
philus, in the best iconodule tradition, is attested by the use of his 
name in its Greek form ‘Fefyola’, as handed down to the Russians 
in later years: ‘Fefyola’ means a fool (‘3x ThI, Peßëaa! 26). Ortho- 
dox Constantinople presented the wicked heretic Theophilus to the 
pagan barbarians, whom he had first converted, as a foolish man, 
in which capacity the name remained in Russian usage over a 
thousand years. 


V 


After the attack on Constantinople in June 860 and the subsequent 
defeat of the Rhos, as attested by the Nikon Chronicle, 


Bb3Bpatramaca Ackojnxb n [upd orb Llaparpana eb mano Òpyacunm, u 
6bvicmo 6b Kueerw naaub 6eaiii,?" 


the imperial government received an embassy from the Khazars in 
autumn of 860, asking the emperor to send a learned man to defend 
the Christian faith against Moslems and Jews, so that they who sent 
the message might choose the best creed. The emperor Michael III 
consulted the patriarch, and the patriarchal librarian, Constantine 
the philosopher, was sent to Derbent, where in spring of 861 he con- 
verted and baptised some 200 people. The national origin of those 
who sent the message and were christened by Constantine at the 
Khazar court has never been properly defined. They cannot have 
been Khazars themselves, for the Khazars had accepted the Jewish 
faith more than a century before, and as plainly shown by the Vita 
of St Cyril, held the Jewish faith when he arrived in Derbent with- 
out displaying the slightest inclination to abandon it, while these 
people show an open preference for Christianity : 


IIpanax xe chu Kb Whcapto OTb Ko3ap»b, rilarouKITe: AKO HCIIpbBa 
eduHOozo 602a 3HAeMd, HKE ECTE HAND BLCbMH, H MOMOY CA KAQHACMDd Ha 
BOCMOK2D, H VOLIUAKA CBO UHbI CMOYObHbI pb AUITe. EBpew Ke OYCTATh 
HbI Bp% HXb M AbTSIb NPHTH, KA a CpallMHu Ha DZpoyrmpK cTpaHx, 
MUpb abRIUITe H Tapbl MBHOFbI, ATKATDS HbI Ha CBOKK BPX FasiroJEK- 
WTE: AKO Hawa Bbpa ecTb DOOpbuwiM BbCÈXb MA3bIKb. TO Cero pamm 
COAEMd Kd 6AMb, CMAPKEK OPOYHCLOK U M10006b OPLIKAUME. bA3bIKd 60 
eentu CKULME Yrecapocmé6o ome boza Opbrcume, Y Balllero CbBbTAa BbIIpa- 
WabKUITe MpOCHMb MAXKa KbHWKbHa OTb BAC, Qa aume nprenopumd 
Eepera u Cpayunvi, mo no 6aux CA 6px umems.?8 


26 M. Vasmer, Russisches Etymologisches Wörterbuch, Heidelberg, 1958, III, p. 206. 

2? “Askold and Dir returned from Tsargrad with the rest of their forces, and there was 
great lamenting in Kiev.’ (Nikon Chronicle, PSRL, IX, p. g.) 

28 “Envoys came to the emperor from the Khazars, saying: we know from the begin- 
ning the one God, who is above all, and bow to him to the east, and the customs we have 
are chaste. But the Jews urge us to accept their creed and righteousness, and the Saracens 
towards their side, offering a peace treaty and many presents, trying to win us over to 
their creed, saying: our creed is the best of all the (other) peoples’ (creeds). Therefore 
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This message, although definitely not coming from the Khazars 
themselves, could hardly have been delivered on behalf of ignorant 
pagans. They know one God and, resisting pressure from both Sara- 
cens and Jews, i.e. Khazars, show some preference for the east (the 
eastern church ?) and they are proud of their civilised customs. They 
send to the Christian emperor because of former friendly relations 
with the empire, and acknowledge the political supremacy of the 
emperor over other nations. This message bears a remarkable 
resemblance to the attitude of the people whom Constantine was 
going to christen at Derbent. 

On his arrival there in spring 861, where at the great banquet in 
the kagan’s presence he was involved in a very learned theological 
dispute with highly trained Jewish scholars (Yudel, as the Vita calls 
them repeatedly), the kagan ‘and the elders’ (‘Karanb Ko3appcxb cb 
HayAJIbHbIMMM MXXH ) expressed the wish to be instructed by Con- 
stantine: 


*,.. [lave xe auliTe XOlITemmM NOKON OOp ctu AOyulaMb HalliMMb, BbCAKO 
HciipaBsleHbe NpHTbYAMH CbKaxKH HaMb INO YHOY, ero Ke TA BBIpa- 
waemMb’.?9 


Stating bluntly that they are ‘an illiterate people’ (‘Hb MBI eCMB 
HeKbHWKbHAa YAMD ) which can hardly refer to the Khazar kagan him- 
self, they fixed the day for the discussion (‘Hapekbille JbHb, Bb HbKe 
GecbAX O BbCBXb CHXb CLBTBOPATB). On this day Constantine 
was confronted by a people who were indeed very primitive and 
ignorant; he had accordingly to choose very simple parables. But in 
contrast to his opponents at the banquet, these people really wished to 
know which was the best creed of the three (‘cbkaxku HaMb, UbCTbHBU 
MX XOY, IPHTbYaMH H OYMOMb BEPA, KE ECTH JIOYYbINH BLCBXDb 2°), 
This time Islam is represented (at the banquet Constantine was 
confronted by Jewish theologians alone), for one of the counsellors, 
‘well trained in Saracen wickedness’ (‘CpalMHeckx 3b700x% o6ps 
BBIIbI) vigorously opposes Constantine. 

It is important to observe that these people seem to represent a 
small separate group of their own, mostly referred to as ‘all’ (‘Bpcn’), 
‘of them’ (‘oTb Hux’), ‘one of their counsellors’ (‘equHb xe OTD 
HUXb CbBBTbHUKD ), and the first counsellor is called in the presence 
of the Khazar kagan ‘the first of their counsellors’ (‘IpbBbH ChBBTLHUKh 


we send unto you, for the sake of old friendship and love. For your rule over the people 
is from God, and we request your counsel, asking to send a learned man from your 
(capital), and should he defeat the Jews and Saracens, we shall accept your creed.’ 
(Vita Cyrilli, ed. F. Pastrnek, Déjiny ..., chapter viii, p. 172.) 

29 ‘If you wish to attain peace for our souls, tell us every amendment by means of 
parables according to the order, as we shall ask you.’ (Ibid., pp. 190-1.) 

30 “Tell us, venerable sir, by parables and arguments, which is the best creed of all.’ 
(Ibid., p. 191.) 
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ome Huxe’), while at the banquet the first counsellor was referred to 
as ‘his’, i.e. ‘the kagan’s first counsellor’ (‘IpbBbu CbBBTbHUKD ¢20/ 
karana’). Not once are they called ‘Yudei’ like the men at the 
banquet. 

They seem to find some fault in being a Christian, for Constantine 
has to compare the Christian faith with a bitter medicine that later 
bears sweet fruit—eternal life in paradise—probably because of the 
tithe, the heavy taxation levied on Christians, while in the Moslem 
world the true believer goes tax-free and the infidel bears the burden 
of taxation. Despite the Moslems in their midst the majority sup- 
ported their first counsellor when, vigorously attacking both Islam 
and Judaism, he professed Christianity with a remarkable credo: 


Peye xe IPbBbU ChB bTbHUKb OTb HAXb Kb MIpbATeIeMb CpallwHbCKOMB: 
bowkbebK TOMOIITbEK TOCTb Cb BbCK IPBb]bIHEK JKHTOBbCKKEK Ha 
3€MJIBK CbBPbKe, a BallLX Ha OHb IOJIb p bKbI MIPbBpbxe AKO CKBPbHbHR. 
peye xe H Kb BbCbMb JIIODbMb: ako»ce anb ecmo 602% 6Aacmb Hades 
BbCIOMU FAZbIKbI YIOCAPIO XPUCMbAHBCKOY U MXKOPOCMb Cdée6pbUleHR, MAKO 
U GIOPK 6b HUXd, U KPOM eA HUKBMOIMNCE HE MOICEMD CUBOMA 6re4bHAaeZzO 
acumu. boroy Xe ci1aBa Bb BbKbI. H PbUIA BbCH AMHHb."} 


His belief in the Christian emperor (sic!) and perfect wisdom, that 
alone grants eternal life, points to the name Sophia, St Sophia of 
Constantinople, the great church of eastern Christendom, i.e. the 
Christian Church and not merely the philosophical idea, a name 
that these people knew by its translated form into their own native 
tongue. They promised to accept baptism there and then, rejecting 
Islam, Judaism and the west (sic!), as well as their former heathen 
customs and unlawful marriages: 


. A WKe OTb HaCbh Ha 34Na b KAHACTh CA, WIM DKMTOBbCKbI MOJIHTBX 
TBOPHTb, WM CpallwHbckx Bp% IpbXKUTb, CKOPO CbMpbTb IIPHHMeTb 
OTb Hach... OTbBPbIbilie CA MPb30CTbH MOFaHbCKbIMXb H 2%KCHATBD 
6e3aKOHbHBIHX. 2 


This last passage, where in the presence of the Khazar kagan 
they threaten to kill anyone who professes Judaism, confirms once 
more that these people are not Khazars themselves; but they are 
undoubtedly under Khazar sway, like the Goths, the Alans and 
some of the eastern Slavs, including the Polyane of Kiev. 

There is every reason to believe that these people here at Derbent 


31 “Their first counsellor said to his Saracen comrades: “By the help of God the guest 
has hurled to the ground all Jewish pride, and yours he has flung like filth half across 
the river”. And he said to all the people: “As God has given the power over all the 
nations to the Christian emperor and Perfect Wisdom, so I believe in them, and without this 
no-one can achieve eternal life. Glory be to God forever and ever.” And they all said, Amen.’ 
(bid. PP. 193-4.) 

2 ‘And those of us who bow to the west, or say Bains prayers, or hold the Saracen 
act those shall soon suffer death from our hands . . having repudiated pagan abomina- 
tions and unlawful marriages.’ (Ibid., p. 194.) 
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are none other than the Polyane, the last remnants of a Christian 
flock from the days of Theophilus: their envoys arrive in Constanti- 
nople after the defeat of Askold and Dir (860), they prefer Christian- 
ity, especially the eastern church, to Islam and Judaism, they had 
friendly relations with the empire in former days, and acknowledge 
the supremacy of the emperor in Constantinople; they know the 
name of St Sophia (where according to Russian legend their envoys 
first witnessed the splendid eastern liturgy) by its translated name, 
like the names of Leo/Lev, Theodotus/Bogdan and Theophilus/ 
Bogolyub, and the envoy chosen by the emperor and patriarch, the 
philosopher Constantine, happens to know a Slavonic dialect. 

A further confirmation that these people are the people from Kiev 
is contained in the kagan’s letter to the emperor, in which he promises 
at the emperor’s request to render military service: 


... ECMb xe BbCH MbI ApOy34 H MpbATeM TBOeMOYy bcapbcCTBOY H 
TOTOBH Ha CJIOYKbŐX TBO, AMOXE NoTpbOoyern.** 


The Khazars did not serve in the imperial army, but the territory 
of Kiev repeatedly sent military forces to Constantinople, and the 
Varangians served as imperial bodyguards. The author of the Vita 
once more confuses the Khazars with the Polyane under Khazar 
sway. 

Constantine had been sent to Derbent to convert not a new or 
unknown people, but to win back for Christianity its former con- 
verts, the Polyane, or, as they called them at Constantinople, the 
Rhos, at their own explicit request, and to regain control over the 
territory of Kiev, which now, after the defeat of Askold and Dir, the 
Khazars seem to have claimed as well. During Constantine’s stay at 
Cherson in the Crimea on his way to Derbent in 860-1, a Khazar 
army appeared at the gates of the city, evidently prepared to resist 
any military aggression over the disputed Kievan territory (Con- 
stantine managed to appease the Khazar general). The Vita records 
that as a special favour granted to Constantine, in whom the kagan 
was well pleased, he was permitted to ransom 200 prisoners belonging 
to the empire—exactly the same number as those who were con- 
verted. This could refer to the same people, Polyane, kept perhaps 
as hostages at the Khazar court, who, having heard of the defeat of 
Askold and Dir in June-July 860, sent messengers from Derbent 
‘from the Khazars’ (‘ot khozar’) to the emperor asking to be taken 
once more under the sway of the emperor of Constantinople, as in 
the days of Kyy; people whom the imperial envoy regarded as 
imperial subjects, prisoners of the Khazars. Owing to the heretical 


33 ‘For we are all friends and associates of your empire, and are prepared to serve you, 
whenever you desire.’ (Ibid., p. 195.) 
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origin of their Christian creed and their former adherence to the 
empire, neither their nationality nor their native land is men- 
tioned by the author of the Vita. Only once does he slip—the much- 
disputed Gospel and Psalter Rossicis litteris scriptum (‘EBanresbe n 
IICAJITLIPb POCbCKbI/POYLIbKbIMH/TIMCMeHBI IibcaHo’), shown to Con- 
stantine at Cherson on his way to Derbent, need not be any kind of 
misspelling (for ‘coypcxn’, ‘Syriac’, etc.), for not only had the Rus’ 
been converted a generation before, but those who converted them 
had translated various names into their language—Lev, Bogdan, 
Bogolyub, Mudrost’—and a Gospel and Psalter translated into the 
language of that disputed territory would have been a welcome proof 
to support imperial claims over the Polyane. 

In view of these facts it is readily understandable why Constantine 
‘with tears in his eyes’ addressed these people as ‘brothers, fathers, 
friends and people’ (‘OpaTpbe n OTBIM n Apoy3u n Yana’), when 
their first counsellor and ‘all the people’ pledged their adherence to 
Christianity. One can also understand the delight of the patriarch 
Photius over the conversion of the Rhos, so vividly expressed in his 
encyclical letter, for the prodigal son had returned home. The above 
would further explain why the Russian annals so vividly recall the 
personality of the philosopher from Greece (making him appear, of 
course, at the court and in the days of Volodimer), for none other 
than the Rus’, the Polyane of Kiev, had been christened by 
Constantine himself at Derbent. 

According to the Italian Vita of St Cyril, Rostislav of Moravia 
referred to the achievements of Constantine in the Khazar land, 
when asking for instruction in his own mother tongue—a most 
peculiar request to be presented to the emperor Michael III, who 
regarded even Latin as an unworthy, barbarian language as attested 
by the answer of pope Nicolas I.34 Since Constantine had actively 
christened at Derbent, while Rostislav explicitly stated that the 
people of Moravia had accepted baptism already, his reference to 
Constantine’s activity at the Khazar court can only mean that the 
people at Derbent were Slavs, who had received instruction in 
their own Slavonic mother tongue. 

The conversation between Michael III and Constantine, when 
the latter, summoned to the emperor, was ordered to go to Moravia, 
is preserved in a rather corrupt version in which the emperor’s 
answers do not tally with the philosopher’s questions; Constantine 
expresses his willingness to go to Moravia on condition that he find 
there an alphabet already in existence: 


... Cb payOcTbEK HAX TAMO, aume UMKM GOYKSEU 6b LK3bIKb CBOU. 
Inarona xe ubcapb Kb HeEMOy: 008 Mou u OMbYb U UHU MdBHO3U, 


34 J. B. Bury, History of the Eastern Roman Empire, London, 1912, n. 1, p. 206. 
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uckaebue M020, He CKMb M020 0O6pæAU: TO KAKO a3b MOTX TO OOpécTH? 
Panrocopb xe peye: TO KbTO MOKCETb Ha BOIX Oecbax HallbcaTH M 
epemuubcko uma Obprecmu ?*® 


Disregarding the emperor’s unsuitable answer, Constantine is 
apprehensive of the danger of being mistaken for a heretic—an 
alphabet brought by him from Constantinople might have got him 
into disrepute, evidently because the first alphabet for a Slavonic 
people was constructed in Constantinople by heretics, i.e. by the 
iconoclasts, a generation ago, for the converted Rus’ of Kiev; no 
other conclusion could explain these words. 

The emperor’s answer would imply that he tried to resist pressure 
from somebody towards some kind of action, a reaction wholly un- 
justified by Constantine’s modest request. Nobody expected the 
emperor Michael III to find the Slavonic alphabet, and that his 
father Theophilus—and least of all his grandfather, the illiterate 
Michael II, Balbus, who only with difficulty managed to write the 
six letters of his own name—had ever gone searching for a Slavonic 
alphabet is most unlikely. However, Michael’s answer does not 
mention the word ‘alphabet’ and it seems more probable that the 
words ‘ucKaBble Toro’ and ‘toro o6psim’ imply something else: in 
connection with the Slavs probably conversion itself, which some- 
body prompted Michael III to undertake once more, a different 
conversation with a different person on quite a different occasion. 
When the envoys ‘from the Khazars’ (land)’ arrived in 860, the 
emperor consulted with the patriarch, and it was probably Photius 
who urged him once more to undertake the task that his father and 
grandfather had tried to accomplish and had failed, as Michael III 
stated bluntly. The story about the three-headed bronze statue and 
the three pagan chiefs, although naming Theophilus as emperor, is 
placed in Theophanes Continuatus among the chapters concerning 
Michael II, probably because a similar attempt had already been 
made in his day; the conversion of the people of Kiev by Theophilus 
turned out to be a failure, and Michael III was reluctant to embark 
on the same scheme. 

Nevertheless Constantine’s mission at Derbent was crowned by 
success, largely owing to the previous efforts of the iconoclasts, 
averting a deadly peril for Constantinople and the whole empire: the 
conversion of the troublesome eastern Slavs and the dreaded Scan- 
dinavian Rhos to Islam (Kyy, and later Askold and Dir, attacked 
the capital as independent pagans, not as subjects of the caliph in 
Bagdad), with ensuing encirclement of the capital, as in the days of 


35 <“ Willingly I would go, if only they had letters in their own language”. The emperor 
said to him: “My grandfather and father and many others have been seeking it, and could not attain 
it: so how could I attain it?” The philosopher said: “Who could write a sermon on water 
and acquire the name of a heretic?’’’ (Vita Cyrilli, pp. 199-200.) 
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Heraclius, when, in 626, Constantinople was besieged by the combined 
forces of the Persians from the south and the Avars and Slavs from 
the north, an attack vividly recalled during the Russian raid of 860. 
The prestige of the iconoclasts must have risen rapidly in the 860s, 
for the iconodule government resorted to drastic measures: the 
remains of the two most prominent iconoclasts, Constantine V, revered 
by his followers as a saint, and the patriarch John the Grammar- 
ian, were taken from their graves, kept in a public prison, publicly 
flogged on the hippodrome and finally burned. It is possible that 
during the Russian attack of 860 pious iconoclasts had rushed to 
the tomb of the great warrior Constantine V, as in the days of the 
Bulgarian attack of 813, imploring him to save the city; John the 
Grammarian must have been held in highest esteem despite deposi- 
tion and exile in 842-3, for his remains, to everybody’s amazement, 
were found clad in patriarchal robes. 

Michael III sent Constantine to Moravia, stressing emphatically 
in his letter to Rostislav that he, the emperor, was sending a man of 
immaculate orthodox repute (‘Mxxa 4bCTHBa M OyIaroBBpbHa, 
KBHWKbHa 3eJ10 H Puocoda’), and that the alphabet he was bringing 
had been invented by this learned and righteous man during his, 
Michael’s reign, and had not existed before: 


borb...coméeopu u HbiHA 6b Hawa Amma, ABNb OOYKbBU Bb Ballib 
FA3BIKb, eTOx%Ke He Of ucnpeea Oblo ... M TO TH NOCJAXOMb TOTO, 
emMoyxxKe FA Orb aBu.?® 


There can be little doubt that a Slavonic alphabet had been con- 
structed by the iconoclasts, but being of heretical origin it may have 
been destroyed like all the other iconoclastic heritage, never to come 
to light again. How far the alphabet brought by Constantine to 
Moravia had anything to do with it requires a special examination 
and cannot be discussed here. 

Despite the emperor’s assurance, the Slavonic liturgy and alpha- 
bet remained stigmatised in the west as heretical; Casimir of Poland 
called the Masovians, who had the Slavonic liturgy, ‘false Christians’ 
in 1037 (i.e. before the schism): ‘Superatis tot falsis christocolis, iam 
securi pugnate cum discolis’.3’ The clergy of Venice, an imperial 
city, where so many iconodules had fled during the iconoclastic 
persecution, met Constantine and Methodius in outrage and fury, 
mistaking them evidently for the hated iconoclasts, the very thing 
that Constantine had anticipated and dreaded. 

36 ‘God has... created in our days too, and has revealed letters in your language, that 
have not existed before . . . and we are sending him to you, to whom God has revealed them.’ 
(Ibid., pp. 200-1.) 

3? Galli anonymi cronicae (Monumenta Poloniae Historica, Nova Series), Cracow, 1952, II, 


P. 47. Gf. K. Lanckoroniska, op. cit., p. 130; H. Paszkiewicz, The Origin of Russia, London, 
1954, PP. 391-4. 
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Popes Nicholas I and Hadrian II, however, had more reliable 
information concerning the two brothers and greeted them “like 
angels’. To the pope Constantine probably revealed the full facts 
about the conversion of the Rhos of Kiev and his mission to Derbent: 
how Jewish Khazars had ruled over a defeated Christian people, 
how Jews and Moslems had been trying to convert them, and how 
a miserable bunch of forgotten Christian converts in all their half- 
pagan ignorance, captives on Khazar soil and in the presence of the 
Khazar kagan, still pledged themselves to Christianity. 

The pope blessed the Slavonic books and the Slavonic liturgy 
was sung in the churches of Rome. Constantine received as his 
monastic name the name of St Cyril of Alexandria, the great champ- 
ion of Christendom against pagans, Jews and heretics alike. 

Thus to prevent the huge unbroken wall of Slavonic tribes 
stretching from the Dnepr to the Elbe from being converted by the 
Moslems, which would have carried Islam into the very heart of 
Europe, the Slavs were granted an exceptional privilege by both 
Rome and Constantinople: a liturgy and instruction in their own 
language. To save Christendom, pope and patriarch at the time of 
the first great rift, while anathematising each other, followed in the 
footsteps of a man whom they both condemned, a brilliant scholar 
and a great statesman—John the Grammarian, the last iconoclast 
patriarch. 


This content downloaded from 188.72.126.198 on Mon, 16 Jun 2014 06:01:00 AM 
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions 


